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UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING
Monday, Aprill4, 1997
1520
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Approval of the Minutes ofMarch 10, 1997, was delayed until the next meeting so that Senators would have
sufficient time to examine them.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.
Call for press identification. No members ofthe press were present.
2.

Comments from Chair Haack: The Committee to Examine Administrative Costs at UNI has been
appointed and will consist of Hans Isakson, Elaine Kalmar, and Gerald Smith (Accounting). Isakson
will serve as Chair for the first meeting. The Nominating Committee for the 1997-1998 Senate Chair and
Vice Chair consists of the following Senators whose terms are expiring; Randall Krieg, Sue Grosboll,
Martha Reineke, Joel Haack, and Katherine Van Wormer. Haack asked Krieg to serve as chair. The
Proposed University Budget for FY 1998 is on the UNI WWW Home Page. The Senate
recommendation that course fees be maintained was accepted. Today is the last day to comment on the
budget. The Provost will be sending a letter to all faculty about the budget process after the FY 1998
budget is approved. The Board ofRegents meets Tuesday(tomorrow) in Vinton and Wednesday at UN I.

3.

Comments from Provost Marlin: Provost Marlin discussed faculty portfolios and the confusion thereon.
The Board of Regents used to call these faculty workloads, then faculty activity, then faculty
productivity, and now faculty portfolios. All faculty are evaluated for their contributions in the areas of
teaching, research, and service. All faculty are expected to fully contribute their talents to the University.
The Provost wanted to clarify some misconceptions. Department heads were never asked to look only at
a faculty member's research contributions nor were Department heads asked to identify a certain number
of faculty. Department heads evaluated the teaching, research, and service of their faculty. The
overwhelming majority of faculty were found to be highly productive in teaching, research, and service.
Ifthere was an area that was lacking, it was typically the research area. But, because department heads
evaluated faculty holistically on their teaching, research, and service, some of the faculty not engaged in
research were already making significant contributions in terms of their teaching or doing something
particularly significant in terms of service. For the few faculty who were evaluated as not fulfilling their
obligation to the University's mission, they were asked to decide how to enhance their productivity. For
the remaining faculty, nothing was required. The Provost did not want any additional paperwork in
terms qfreports, etc. The next report to the Board of Regents on Faculty Productivity will be in May.
The Regents' institutions have been asked to prepare a data base to include service, student credit hours,
grant activity, number of publications, etc. This data base is presently being compiled. The Board has
asked us to establish the appropriate balance between teaching, research, and service. The Board has
repeatedly asked for the percentage of faculty effort in these three areas. Data are not presently available
and there are difficulties in categorizing some activities, such as supervision of undergraduate research
(is this teaching or research). The Academic Affairs Council is currently discussing what is the
appropriate balance. The Provost invited faculty input on this issue. A decision will need to be made
prior to the May Board meeting. Discussion ensued about the Provost's remarks.
Gabie/Isakson moved/seconded that the Senate request the Provost disseminate copies of her full report
to the Board of Regents on Faculty Productivity to Senators. On a division of the house, I 0 yeas and 3
nays, the motion carried.

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING
649 1996 Annual Report of the Committee on Admission and Retention . Gable/Primrose moved/seconded
to docket in regular order. Motion carried. Docket Number 574.
650 Request for Emeritus Status from Diane Lee Baum, John E. Bruha, and Augusta Schurrer, Department of
Mathematics. De Nault/Isakson moved/seconded to place at head of the docket, out of regular order.
Motion carried. Docket Number 575.

NEW BUSINESS
There was no new business
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OLD BUSINESS
1.
Gable distributed copies of"Changes in funds distribution proposed on Feb. 3, 1997" that is on the UNI
WWW Home Page. There was discussion of the proposed changes in distribution with particular
emphasis on the question of whether new funds should be sought prior to presenting a new program for
curricular review or should a new program first be approved prior to seeking funding. With the new
decentralized budgeting, this becomes an important question.
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS
574 650 Request for Emeritus Status from Diane Lee Baum, John E. Bruha, and Augusta Schurrer,
Department of Mathematics. De Nault/McDevitt moved/seconded to approve with gratitude emeritus
status for Diane Lee Baum, John E. Bruha, and Augusta Schurrer, Department ofMathematics. Motion
carried.
Isakson/Bazik moved/seconded to move to Docket Number 571, Calendar Item 645. Motion carried.
571 645 Request from the Calendar Committee that the Senate Approve Summer 1998 to Fall 2002
Calendar. VanWormer/McDevitt moved/seconded that the Senate not approve the proposed calendar
presented by the Calendar Committee. McDevitt/DeNault moved/seconded to move into a committee
ofthe whole. Motion carried. Gable/Primrose moved/seconded to rise from the committee of the whole.
Motion carried. Motion that the senate not approve the proposed calendar presented by the Calendar
Committee carried.

ADJOURNMENT
CALL TO ORDER
The University Faculty Senate was called to order by Chair Haack at 3:15P.M.
Present: Hans Isakson, Randall Krieg, Dean Primrose, Sherry Gable, Carol Cooper, Merrie Schroeder, Richard
McGuire, Calvin Thomas, Jerome Soneson, Ken De Nault, Paul Shand, Joel Haack, Suzanne McDevitt,
Andrew Gilpin, Katherine Van Wormer, Barbara Weeg, Phil Patton, and Mary Bozik (Ex-officio).
Alternates: Catherine Palczewski for Martha Reineke.
Absent: Sue Grosboll

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Approval ofthe Minutes of March 10, 1997, was delayed until the next meeting so that Senators would have
sufficient time to examine them .
ANNOUNCEMENTS
I.
Call for press identification. No members of the press were present.
2.

Comments from Chair Haack:
The Committee to Examine Administrative Costs at UN I has been appointed and will consist of Hans
Isakson, Elaine Kalmar, and Gerald Smith (Accounting) . Isakson will serve as Chair for the first
meeting.
The Nominating Committee for the Senate Chair and Vice Chair for 1997-1998 consists of the
following Senators whose terms are expiring; Randall Krieg, Sue Grosboll , Martha Reineke, Joel
Haack, and Katherine Van Wormer. Haack asked Krieg to serve as chair.
The Proposed University Budget for FY 1998 is on the UN! WWW Home Page. The Senate
recommendation that course fees be maintained was accepted . Today is the last day to comment on
the budget. The Provost will be sending a letter to all faculty about the budget process after the
FY 199 8 budget is approved.
The Board ofRegents meets Tuesday (tomorrow) in Vinton and Wednesday at UN I.

3.

Comments from Provost Marlin: Provost Marlin discussed faculty portfolios and the confusion thereon .
The Board of Regents used to call these faculty workloads, then faculty activity, then faculty productivity,
and now faculty portfolios. All faculty are evaluated for their contributions in the areas of teaching,
research, and service. All faculty are expected to fully contribute their talents to the University. The
Provost wanted to clarifY some misconceptions. Department heads were never asked to look only at a
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faculty member's research contributions nor were Department heads asked to identify a certain number of
faculty. Department heads evaluated the teaching, research, and service of their faculty. The
overwhelming majority of faculty were found to be highly productive in teaching, research, and service. If
there was an area that was lacking, it was typically the research area. But, because department heads
evaluated faculty holistically on their teaching, research, and service, some of the faculty not engaged in
research were already making significant contributions in terms of their teaching or doing something
particularly significant in terms of service. For the few faculty who were evaluated as not fulfilling their
obligation to the University's mission, they were asked to decide how to enhance their productivity. For
the remaining faculty, nothing was required. The Provost did not want any additional paperwork in terms
of reports, etc.
The Provost reported that the next report to the Board of Regents on Faculty Productivity will be in May.
The Regents' institutions have been asked to prepare a data base to include service, student credit hours,
grant activity, number of publications, etc. This data base is presently being compiled. The Board has
asked us to establish the appropriate balance between teaching, research, and service. The Board has
repeatedly asked for the percentage of faculty effort in these three areas. Data are not presently available
and there are difficulties in categorizing some activities, such as supervision of undergraduate research (is
this teaching or research) . The Academic Affairs Council is currently discussing what is the appropriate
balance. The Provost invited faculty input on this issue. A decision will need to be made prior to the May
Board meeting.
Gable reported that according to the January, 1997 Faculty Workload Report to the Board of Regents,
recommended action (Item 2) was to instruct the Universities to address all of the factors in the Pappas
recommendations and as noted below, in a comprehensive, detailed report on faculty workload to be
reported to the Board next month . One of the recommendations of the Pappas report was the creation of
campus-based workgroups to define what should constitute a faculty portfolio. Gable asked the Provost if
such a workgroup or committee had been convened.
Provost Marlin replied that it had not. This matter was still under discussion . The Provost wants to link the
portfolios to the strategic plan rather than responding to weird board requests all the time . One of the items
in the Strategic Plan is to operationally define scholarship. It would be helpful for each department to
come up with its definition of not only scholarship, but teaching and service. Departments should come up
with what they view as faculty responsibilities to teaching, research, and service. The Chemistry
Department recently did this as an outcome oftheir program review.
Gable asked about whether the University had complied with the Board's request for a campus-based
review of the Pappas Group recommendations .
Provost Marlin replied that she was not sure what Gable was referring to .
Gable again read from the Board Office's January Memorandum to the Board of Regents which stated that
"The Board subsequently requests that the institutions undertake a campus-based review of the Pappas
recommendation as noted above and the Interinstitutional Committee on Educational Coordination be
responsible for any inter-institutional issues and coordination of these studies and that the results of these
efforts be reported to he Board in May, 1997."
Provost Marlin replied that this will be a part of the process report.
Gable asked when the report is due to the Board .
Provost Marlin replied about the third week of April.
Gable reported that the February 13, 1997, Report on Faculty Activity, stated "Instructs the institution to
develop a common portfolio among information systems to assure that the University can effectively
manage faculty productivity and that the Board can provide appropriate oversight of this important
activity." Gable asked to what extent can we have a common portfolio given the different missions of the
other institutions.
Provost Marlin replied that she had previously mentioned that the Regents' Institutions are developing a
common data base covering student credit hours, grants received, pub! ications, etc. The exact nature of the
data base has not been finalized.
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Gable questioned some of the previous statements made by the Provost regarding evaluation of faculty
productivity and the identification of specific individuals by department heads. Gable recalled a
conversation with leaders of the faculty at Iowa and Iowa State, the Provosts, and herself, when she was
Chair of the UNI Senate, at a Board of Regents meeting regarding the evaluation offaculty productivity.
At that time, Provost Marlin referred to a list of approximately 63 faculty who had been identified as under
or non-productive. These individuals were being reviewed periodically. The only criterion for placement
on the list was the number of publications. Gable also stated that the Provost had stated to the Senate in
March, 1995, that the productivity of faculty was only measured on the basis oftheir publications.
Provost Marlin replied that this was not accurate .
De Nault recalled that at this same March, 1995, Senate Meeting the Provost was asked how many faculty
were identified as under productive with respect to teaching. The Provost had replied that no faculty were
identified as under productive with respect to teaching. The Provost was asked how many faculty were
identified as under productive with respect to service. The Provost had replied that no faculty were
identified as under productive with respect to service. The only area faculty were identified as
underproductive was with respect to research and this was measured on the number of publications or
equivalent scholarly works .
Provost Marlin replied that the teaching, research, and service of each faculty was evaluated. When there
was something that was viewed as an inadequate contribution in one of those three categories, it typically
was in research . But, because of the type of teaching some faculty were doing or the type of service some
faculty were doing, these faculty were not asked to enhance their productivity. These faculty were viewed
as being fully productive.
De Nault recalled the Provost's remarks about the value of service. At the March, 1995, Senate Meeting
the Provost had stated that service did not count for anything. Then Senator Leander Brown had asked the
Provost why faculty should do any service, when it did not count for anything. At that time, Provost Marlin
had replied that faculty do service because they believe in it.
Provost Marlin replied that service was expected of all faculty. Because there are many different types of
service, it is difficult to generalize. There is public service, such as outreach programs. Another type of
service is work with professional organizations, such as serving as officers, reviewers, or editors of
publications. Serving on campus committees is also a type of service. This is expected of all our faculty
and she would be hard pressed to find a faculty member who is not serving ~n some committee.
De Nault recalled that the Senate's Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Productivity had reviewed the report on
faculty productivity from one college that only specified the number of publications and grants . This was
the report on faculty productivity requested by the Provost.
Provost Marlin replied that the teaching, research, and service of all faculty were evaluated . She was not
aware of any college in which this was not done .
Gabie/Isakson moved/seconded that the Senate request the Provost disseminate copies of her full report to
the Board ofRegents on Faculty Productivity to Senators.
Gable spoke in favor of the motion. If the motion was passed and the Provost gives copies of her full report
to Senators, Senators would have copies of the exact remarks presented to the Board. This will provide a
fuller account of all aspects of the issues surrounding faculty productivity at all three institutions.
Isakson asked if the Provost planned to present a report at the May Board meeting .
Provost Marlin replied that all three institutions were required to present a report at this meeting. These
reports were public information.
Schroeder stated that it would be easier to just access this information individually as desired.
De Nault remarked that much of the Board Reports and remarks made at Board meetings were not readily
available. The Senate had been interested in the Provost's remarks on faculty workload delivered earlier
this semester to the Board of Regents. The Provost had indicated that her remarks were part of the public
record and could be obtained from Public Information. He had asked Public Information for copies and
had been informed that the Board was very far behind in publishing their minutes.
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Provost Marlin stated that she did not have copies of her remarks. Most of her remarks are made in
response to questions from Board members.
Isakson asked the Provost if she will be preparing a written report to the Board ofRegents.
Provost Marlin replied that she would be preparing such a report and this would be part of the Docket
material that goes out before the Board meeting.
Haack stated that the Docket only contains summaries prepared by the Board Office of the reports that are
to be presented to the Board ..
De Nault asked ifthe intent of the motion was that Senators receive a copy of the full report.
Gable answered that the intent was for Senators to receive a copy of the full report.
On a division ofthe house, I 0 yeas and 3 nays, the motion carried.
Gable stated that no one has given the Senate a report on the last Board of Regents' meeting and she asked
Provost Marlin for an update .
Provost Marlin stated that the main business at the March meeting was a consultative report .
Cooper asked when Tenure and Promotion recommendations would be acted upon .
Provost Marlin replied that these recommendations would be acted upon in April.

CON SID ERA TION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING
649 1996 Annual Report of the Committee on Admission and Retention.
Gable/Primrose moved/seconded to docket in regular order. Motion carried. Docket Number 574.
650 Request for Emeritus Status from Diane Lee Baum, John E. Bruha, and Augusta Schurrer, Department of
Mathematics.
De Nault/Isakson moved/seconded to place at head of the docket, out of regular order. Motion carried.
Docket Number 575 .

NEW BUSINESS
There was no new business

OLD BUSINESS
I.

Gable distributed copies of "Changes in funds distribution proposed on Feb. 3, 1997" that is on the UNI
WWW Home Page. Gable highlighted the following : "No change in the distribution initially proposed
among divisions received support (from the Cabinet) during the consultation process .... A prevalent
response to the review process was that there was too little time and too little information for effective
consultation ... Your (students, faculty, staff, and others) views on the desirability of any of these
alternatives (for input in the process) and/or your suggestions for a better alternative are welcome . . . The
Academic Affairs Council has proposed a reallocation model whereby 98% of the College's budget is
based on the historic allocation, and 2% is available for reallocation . In its present form, 90% of this 2%
would move based on student credit hour (SCH) production by each College. The remaining I 0% of this
fraction would move based on strategic proposals made by the Colleges. The Cabinet accepted this model
as a necessary first step in building a more complete model."
Gable asked Provost Marlin if the strategic proposals mentioned includes the strategic goals distributed by
the Provost to co lieges.
Provost Marlin replied that they do.
Gable continued reading from the document, "Since the final numbers fall far short of our original request,
and because the largest number of requests from the campus fall into this category, integrated systems and
instructional technology will be our highest priority in the FY99. A second major category of requests also
received support. In the past we have called this category Enhancing Student Learning Environment
and/or Centers of Excellence. This category covers new program requests. Examples of potential
elements of this category are Master's in Social Work, Center for Conflict Resolution, Inclusive
Education, Youth Development, Freshman Year Experience, and Student Learning Centers."
Gable asked where the Center for Conflict Resolution and Freshman Year Experience, and Student
Learning Centers would be housed.
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Provost Marlin replied that the Center for Conflict Resolution would be under the College of Social and
Behavioral Sciences, the Freshman Year Experience is generic and will be under both Student Services
and Academic Affairs, and she was not sure about Student Learning Centers.
Gable continued to read from the document that "Special Services is a third category receiving support.
Examples include support services to disadvantaged students, and support services to international
students. Finally, there was support to continue the expansion of our very successful Institute for Decision
Making. Maintaining or increasing funding for the Iowa Waste Reduction Center and for the Ag-Based
Industrial Lubricants (ABIL) project was supported as long as the funding sources do not place them in
competition for the general education fund items noted above."
Cooper asked about the inclusion of the request for support for the proposed Masters in Social Work. This
was an unusual request because the program had not been approved by the Graduate College or the
Curriculum Committee. She wondered if this was the new direction for new programs, to get money for
them and then go through the curricular process. She asked what would happen if the program was turned
down .
Provost Marlin stated that this was a good question . People proposing new programs need to start
somewhere. Some have long advocated that new programs require new funding and this funding should be
secured before offering the program. It would be foolish to go through all the curricular process ifthere is
no funding for the program. On the other hand, there may be problems in requesting funds for a program
that is not yet in place. The Senate may wish to discuss this issue in the future.
Cooper remarked that there needs to be checks and balances. There have been cases where requests to fund
a new program have gone forward without the appropriate college being informed .
McDevitt spoke on behalf of the initiators of the proposed Masters in Social Work. The proposers realize
that they need to go through the curricular process. The program will require several new positions and the
department felt that it should take its chances in asking for additional funding . However, the department
was not trying to subvert the curricular process and is fully aware that the program will need to be reviewed
and approved .
De Nault stated that this does bring up the question of priorities. What would happen if funding is received
from the Legislature for some new program and the program is turned down in the curricular process.
Provost Marlin replied that the Senate should discuss this.
De Nault asked if it was appropriate for individual departments to lobby the legislature for funding for
their programs. For example, we need more faculty to teach writing. Should the Senate lobby the
legislature for more funds to hire writing instructors?
Provost Marlin replied that the Masters in Social Work was part of the approved new initiatives for
FYI999 .
Cooper stated that this issue needed to be discussed by the Senate and the Curriculum Committee.
Isakson stated that any new curricular proposals must be run through the existing curricular process. This
process, as well as being required , usually leads to improvement of the proposals.
McDevitt stated that the Masters in Social Work did go to the Senate of the College of Social and
Behavioral Sciences, but only as an outline for their information.
Haack remarked that the Senate had chosen to forward college responses to the proposed budget and this
proposal was in the college response.
De Nault asked if we had not just had a situation where funds were approved for a masters program in the
College of Education, students were recruited into the program, and the Graduate College did not approve
the program.
De Nault further remarked that this will become a more important issue in the decentralized budget
process. Funding for new programs will be a critical problem. He supports funding new programs with
new funds rather than taking funds from existing programs. The question is the appropriate balance
between soliciting new funds and approval ofthe program.
Isakson stated that the Senates action of forwarding college responses as part of the Senate's response to the
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proposed budgets did not constitute approval of the curricular proposal.
McDevitt agreed and stated that the department knows that. The proposed Masters in Social Work is an
idea not a completed program.
Gable stated that the program referred to by De Nault was scheduled to go before the college curriculum
committee this Spring.
Cooper remarked that this program points out some of the problems. Does one go down to the Legislature
and get money for a new program and then submit it to the curricular process or does one get the program
approved and then solicit funds.
De Nault asked the Provost to expand on the proposed Freshman Year Experience. He wanted to know if
this involved curriculum or living environment or both.
Provost Marlin stated that some of the issues were being discussed by the Arts and Science Deans (CNS,
SBS, CFA). Among the initiatives is a proposal for small classes for freshman .
Haack stated that comments on the proposed funds distribution should be made by e-mail to Eunice Dell
(eunice.dell@uni.edu) by Aprill4.
Primrose stated that he felt badly for faculty who spent a tremendous amount of time looking over the
budget proposal in a short period of time. Some of this work and deliberations might have been spinning
wheels because some decisions were already made prior to our looking at the budget. He expressed
concern that the Senate took so much time examining and deliberating when in fact many of the decisions
had already been made. He did not want the process to become a charade.
Haack stated that one difficulty was that the Faculty Senate did not speak with a very clear voice on issues .
Primrose remarked that college senates did speak with a clear voice on several issues. He was concerned
that these voices were not heard .

CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS
574 650 Request for Emeritus Status from Diane Lee Baum, John E. Bruha, and Augusta Schurrer,
Department ofMathematics.
De Nault/McDevitt moved/seconded to approve with gratitude emeritus status for Diane Lee Baum, John
E. Bruha, and Augusta Schurrer, Department of Mathematics.
De Nault noted that the three candidates had an aggregate of 118 years of service to the University .
Gable noted that Augusta Schurrer had 4 7 years of service to the University.
Haack expressed gratitude for the opportunity to have worked with the three individuals.
Motion to approve with gratitude emeritus status for Diane Lee Baum, John E. Bruha, and Augusta
Schurrer, Department ofMathematics, carried.
Haack reminded Senators that discussion of Docket 553, Calendar Item 627 regarding who should call the Panel
on Faculty Conduct into session was tabled until the Provost was available to participate in the discussion .
Haack also noted the pressing nature of the calendar proposal and the number of other issues remaining. He
asked if Senators wanted to meet on May 12 after finals were over.
Isakson/ Bozik moved/seconded to move to Docket Number 571, Calendar Item 645 . Motion carried.
571 645 Request from the Calendar Committee that the Senate Approve Summer 1998 to Fall2002 Calendar.
Van Wormer!McDevitt moved/seconded that the Senate not approve the proposed calendar presented by
the Calendar Committee.
Haack remarked that he had forwarded senators e-mail he had received on the proposed calendar. He
distributed copies of correspondence he had received.
McDevitt stated that the comments involved two issues: (I) the proposed reduction of the days in the
Winter break and (2) the proposed movement of the start of the summer session to the Monday after finals .
She would like to put the extra week back into the Winter break, even if this means that Spring Semester
would start on the fourth week in January. UNI is located in the northern part oflowa and it is colder, thus
there is frequently cancellation of classes early in the year and students often have difficulty traveling. She
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would like summer session moved back because the proposed calendar would inhibit employed classroom
teachers from taking summer courses. In addition, regular undergraduates are not ready to start classes the
Monday after finals. If the intent is to make the calendar similar to the University of Iowa, it is not. The
University oflowa has a short three-week intercession and then an eight-week summer session.
McDevitt/DeNault moved/seconded to move into a committee of the whole.
Motion to move into a committee of the whole carried.
Gable remarked that a Summer Session should be in the summer. The proposed Summer Session was not
in the summer and was a misnomer.
Haack remarked that three of the four members of the Calendar Committee were present and he invited
them to make a presentation.
Patton provided the background to the proposed calendar. The Calendar Committee was composed of
Threase Harms (NISG), Mary Bozik (Chair of the Faculty), Mahmood Yousefi (Acting Vice President of
Academic Affairs) and Phil Patton (Registrar). He reminded Senators that the proposal was a first draft
and constituted a model for the calendar. This is the function of the Calendar Committee and the Calendar
Committee welcomes the Senate's input . Patton had previously sent a FAX to Senators that contained
additional background information on the formation of the calendar. The proposed model includes the
following items: (I) The Fall Semester starts the same as it has for many years . There is some
misunderstanding that the Fall Semester is starting earlier. This is not the case. The start of the Fall
Semester is determined by the guidelines covering when the Fall Semester must end . Thus, once the end is
determined, the start is 17 weeks before. (2) The recommended starting date for Spring Semester is the
second Monday in January. Some have interpreted this as an early start, but the Spring Semester has
started on the second Monday in January for four out of the last six years . Thus, this is not a radical
departure from past calendars. One of the Senate's guidelines is that the semester start on a Monday. The
third Monday in January is the Martin Luther King Holiday. This is a University Holiday. Hence, to avoid
the Martin Luther King Holiday, it is proposed that the Spring Semester start on the second Monday in
January. In addition, parents and students have expressed concern that a four-week break between Fall and
Spring Semesters is too long. (3) The May term was an idea to add an additional instructional period. This
could be either a four-week or a three-week term . (4) The Summer Session is a suggested guideline based
upon the premise that summer session must be self sufficient. It did not seem that we could financially
support a May term and two four-week summer terms. Therefor, the Committee has proposed a May term
and one four-week summer term . If the Senate would like a three-week May term and two four-week
summer terms, this would be fine with the Calendar Committee. The June term is started to coincide with
when teachers would be finishing up their public school contracts. In some prior years, the June term was
started too early.
Bozik remarked that the Committee was told by the Provost that it was financially impossible to have a
May term and a full eight-week summer session with full University support. If the Senate wants to request
that funds be put into the Summer Schedule, then the parameters would change. The Committee always
intended that departments could offer anything they wanted during the proposed May session. The only
difference would be that the dormitories would not be open and the Library would close at 5:00P.M. The
Committee felt that the May session would serve undergraduates. This position was supported by Harms,
the NISG representative.
Yousefi stated that the reason for a shortened break between Fall and Spring was because this would
provide a larger block oftime to faculty at the end of summer to conduct research .
McDevitt stated that she was concerned that decisions were being made on anecdotal and personal
information and not based upon surveys or research of either faculty or students. Students she discussed
the proposed calendar with did not like the idea of starting the Summer Session right after finals . At a
minimum, the Summer Session should start a week after spring finals . She recommended that the
Committee conduct a survey.
Y ousefi rep Iied that there was no hard evidence but there were some newspaper accounts that students did
not like the long break between the Fall and Spring Semesters.
Bozik stated that categorizing the evidence as anecdotal was pejorative. There were several departments,
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including her own, that offered a May term last year. These were well attended and the students were very
happy with them. This proposal was not based upon a whim. However, the students involved were not
surveyed.
Haack asked ifthere was any information from Iowa or Iowa State on this issue.
Patton responded that both Iowa and Iowa State have May terms. At Iowa there were about l ,000
undergraduates participating in their May term. They expect this number to grow.
Isakson asked if it would be possible to have the two traditional summer terms that start in June with full
Library and other resources and a May term with less than full-service?
Soneson stated that this was an interesting proposal. The May term with Iimited services could be used for
experimental courses.
Haack remarked that both Cornell College (Iowa) and Colorado College run three-week sessions.
De Nault stated that they were actually three and a half week sessions at Cornell College.
Weeg stated that the proposed May session would be a dilemma for the Library. Library faculty work all
spring and summer and two additional weeks. This would be a moral or ethical dilemma for Library
faculty to say that the University is going to offer courses in May but the Library does not get any additional
support. Students who take classes in May when the Library closes at 5:00 P.M. would not have the
resources that they should have. On the other hand, if the Library is to provide service for a standard eightweek summer session and a three or four-week May session, Weeg did not see how this would be possible
without additional resources. The proposed calendar would require a shift of resources. Library faculty do
not have the option of saying they do not want to work in the summer. Library faculty work in the summer.
Primrose remarked that there was a need to have a regular eight-week summer session . This serves the
teachers of the State of Iowa which is one of the prime manda~es of the University. He did not see the
argument for not having this regular eight-week (two four-week) summer session. A May session could be
a golden opportunity to take care of some of the items in the Strategic Plan, such as experiential learning.
McGuire stated that there is going to be a jam if we try to go to three-week courses. The time requirement
of a regular course taught in three weeks would eliminate use ofthe Library if it closes at 5:00P.M .
Primrose suggested that some of this could be remedied with the internet.
Isakson stated that regardless of whether the summer session was May-June-July or June-July, it was
imperative that two summer sessions be back-to-back four week sessions with no break in between. This
was essential so that eight-week courses could be scheduled. Many courses were not appropriate to offer in
a condensed, four-week session . These courses required at least an eight-week session.
Yousefi stated that the logic behind the break was so that there would be an equal number of instructional
days in the two summer sessions.
De Nault spoke in favor of a short May session for such educational activities as field studies in off-campus
locations where there would be no need for Library resources. However, he was troubled that the Calendar
Committee brought this new calendar model to the Senate so late in the semester. The Committee is a very
small committee and should have been able to bring their model to the Senate earlier for reaction. He
complained about the short time available to work on the calendar. De Nault also referred to the Senate's
request to the Calendar Committee to study having 15 full-weeks of classes. This request was referred to
the Calendar Committee about a year and a half ago. There is a major problem with one-day holidays for
those who teach several laboratory sections for a single course. This is especially acute for General
Education science courses. The one-day holidays require the instructor to either excuse the laboratory
section or sections that meet on that day or find some time to make up this session. Neither of these options
are very good for either the instructor or students. De Nault also noted that the Senate's 1985 Guidelines
states that the Fall and Spring Semesters should contain a minimum 75 days of instruction and a finals
week. De Nault noted that the proposed calendar contains 74 days and 76 days of instruction. This
averages to 75 days but does not meet the requirement of a minimum of75 days for both terms.
Patton accepted responsibility for the lateness ofthe calendar proposal. He thought the FAX memo to
Senators addressed the issues raised by the Senate. The Board of Regent's Policy requires the observance
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of Labor Day and Martin Luther King Day. Thus, in order to have 15 fu II weeks of class, the Semester
would have to start on a Friday. This would violate one of the Senate's guidelines which states that the
semester should start on a Monday. The 75 day requirement is from the 1985 document. This document is
12 years old and during this period calendars have come to the Senate for approval. By the Senate's
approval ofthese Calendars, the Senate has changed some of these policies. It may be time to examine
these policies.
Gable asked the Provost if the Summer Session needed to be self supporting. She wondered if this was still
true. Funds from the Board of Regents were for a year. It would seem that colleges could allocate these
resources to cover part of the cost of the Summer Session. She also wondered if the policy of self-support
ofthe Summer Session was a policy at the University oflowa and at Iowa State University.
Provost Marlin replied that she did not know the funding policy for Summer Session at either Iowa State
University or the University oflowa. Until this year, any loss went to the college and any gain went to the
General Fund. This year, any loss or profit will go to the college.
Gable asked if the principle that Summer Session be self supporting was the principle followed at the other
two institutions.
Provost Marlin reiterated that she did not know the principle at the other two institutions.
Gable asked the Provost to review the rational for this principle.
Provost Marlin replied that several years ago there was a required budget reversion. In order to meet this, it
was decided that Summer Session must be self supporting.
Gable asked if these same financial conditions still existed .
Provost Marlin replied that they did not. The Provost added that if a college wants to subsidize its summer
offerings, it can do so under the decentralized budget model.
Cooper asked if any of the Summer School sessions will be taught through Continuing Education.
Provost Marlin replied that she did not think so. However, there have been courses offered in May through
Continuing Education.
Cooper stated that this was an issue that should be considered. We did not want to be spread so thin that
faculty were not being compensated on a regular summer salary.
Cooper further remarked that her department used the entire summer for their experiential learning
component but they just give credit for the experience in the June Summer Session . With regard to the 76
days in the Fall and 74 days in the Spring, ifthere was a full week vacation at Thanksgiving, there would be
74 days in both the Fall and Spring. With regard to the Spring Semester, the first half of the semester has
fewer days than the second half. Because there are often weather related cancellation of classes in the early
part of the semester, she recommended switching the short and long part of the semester.
Soneson responded to Isakson's remarks about a continuous eight-week summer session. He agreed that
there were courses that needed a continuous eight-week session or we would be short-changing our
students. He addressed the issue of the period between the end of Fall Semester and the start of Spring
Semester. Until the last few years, there has been a four-week break. He felt that faculty and students
needed this break. Faculty needed this time to prepare for the Spring Semester. Many faculty teach a new
course in the Spring Semester and need the additional time to prepare. In addition, it there are four weeks
rather than three weeks, this gives faculty time to write a paper. Three weeks was too short a time to do this
and prepare for classes.
De Nault returned to the issue of 15 full-weeks of class. He reiterated that this was important to faculty
teaching courses with multiple laboratory sessions. This problem is particularly acute with the present
Thanksgiving break. What were instructors to do with laboratory sections scheduled for Wednesday,
Thursday, and Friday?
Soneson asked De Nault if he was suggesting that the University not observe Labor Day or Martin Luther
King Day.
De Nault replied that his concern was that there be 15 full-weeks of class. One day holidays create
problems because they eliminates Monday as a day to schedule labs. This means that laboratory facilities
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are not used on Monday, thus eliminating laboratory space. The Thanksgiving break was even worse.
Faculty can either cancel labs scheduled for Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday or try to reschedule them .
Rescheduling is not viable for a course such as astronomy, whose labs must meet at night. He noted that
many Universities and Colleges do not observe one-day holidays. Scheduling a full week vacation at
Thanksgiving would alleviate the current scheduling problems created by the current Thanksgiving break.
Isakson stated that we should not play around with graduation in May. We do not want to give our
graduates an unfair advantage in the labor markets. He questioned the Provost about funding for Summer
Session. He asked if starting this summer the Summer Sessions needed to be more than self sufficient. He
had heard of a I 0% surtax ofsorts off the top .
Provost Marlin replied that she had not heard of this.
Isakson stated that in his department there was going to be I 0% surcharge.
Haack stated that over the years, the definition of self sufficient had changed. For example, coverage of
fringe benefits and deductions for students that dropped a class because tuition was not collected were
recently incorporated. There has been discussion of some kind of additional percentage that would be
deducted before they would be considered self sufficient this year to ensure that all costs would be covered .
Provost Marlin stated that she did not know about the 10% figure. However, this will be the first year
where each college is responsible for the summer session.
Isakson asked whether there was any percentage amount that wi II be withheld from tuition generated .
Provost Marlin replied that the only deduction she could think of was student fees .
De Nault asked for clarification of the allocation of student tuition money . He asked if it was correct that in
the Spring and Fall , tuition money is deposited into the General Fund but in the Summer, these funds will
be deposited to the colleges offering the course or courses that the student is enrolled in .
Provost Marlin replied that this was correct.
De Nault asked if a college would be permitted to run their summer program at a loss if this loss could be
made up by Spring and Fall income.
Provost Marlin replied that they could.
Van Wormer stressed the importance of the winter break. This is an excellent time for faculty enrichment
and for travel. A number of faculty head south to get to a wormer climate. Students work during this time.
Shortening the break shortens the time available to earn money to attend the University. The winter break
should be lengthened not shortened .
Gable reiterated previously stated concerns about the summer session with regard to providing
opportunities for teachers. She asked if anyone had data on the number of teachers served by our summer
program.
Sharon Smaldino, Department of Curriculum and Instruction , remarked that they needed to schedule
courses based upon when teachers were available. The current Summer calendar handicaps this somewhat
but the proposed calendar, with a summer session with limited Library resources, would cause sever
problems. She was concerned that they were going out and recruiting students to be in their program but
then the University was not being flexible in its scheduling so that these students could complete the
program.
Weeg responded to the e-mail messages from students in the College of Education by stating that the Code
of Iowa states that the primary responsibility of the University of Northern Iowa shall be to prepare
teachers and other educational personal for schools, colleges, and universities and to carry out research
and provide consultative and other services to improve the education throughout the state. The concerns
raised by the College of Education indicate that the proposed calendar would adversely effect the
University's ability to carry out its legal requirements.
De Nault agreed with the Calendar Committee that a four week Winter break was too long. Students in his
department were anxious to get back to work. Most summer jobs start on Memorial Day, so many students
would be available for the proposed short May semester. However, he supported the principle that there
should be two consecutive four-week summer sessions with full University support.
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Haack asked for a straw vote on a three-week versus four-week Winter break: There were 5 votes for a
three-week break and 10 votes for a four-week break.
Haack asked for a straw vote on summer session: There was no support for a May-June summer session,
there was almost unanimous support for a June-July summer session, and 14 votes in favor and 4 votes
oppose to a fully-supported 12-week summer session.
McDevitt reiterated her plea for data. She cautioned that the calendar needed to be thought through .
Gable/Primrose moved/seconded to rise from the committee of the whole.
Motion to rise from the committee of the whole carried.
Motion that the senate not approve the proposed calendar presented by the Calendar Committee carried.

ADJOURNMENT
Primrose/McGuire moved/seconded to adjourn . Motion to adjourn carried. The Senate adjourned at 5:20P.M .
Respectfully submitted,

~~ - L4/t~
Kenneth J. De Nault, Secretary
University Faculty Senate
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